DOCUMENT RESUNE

ED 108. 438 . EC 073 162
AUTHOR Gottlieb, Jay; Corman, lLouise
TITLE Public Attitudes Toward Mentally Retarded Chlldren.
Volume 4, Number 75.
INSTITUTION Research Inst. for Educational Problems, Cambridge,
Mass.
SPONS AGENCY National Inst. of Education (DHEW), Washington,
D Co . e
PUB DATE _ — 74 e
GRANT NE-G~-00-3 ~0016 \
NOTE 24p.-
rd T
EDRS PRICE MP-$0.76 HC-$1.58 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS *Community Attitudes; *Discriminatory Attitudes
(Social) ; Exceptional Child Research; *Mentally
e Handicapped; Normalization (Handicapped); Regular
e Class Placement; *Stereotype

ABSTRACT\

Investigated were the attitudes of 4 adults toward
mehtally retarded children. In addition to providing iﬁforqption on
demographic characteristics, definition of retardation ana “degree of
contact with retarded people, the Ss rated 48 attitudinal statements
pertaining to retarded children. Factor analysis of gquestionuaire
responses revealed four underlying attitude.factors: positive
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PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD MENTALLY RETARDED CHILDREN .
Abstract

The recent trend toward integrating nant;ally retarded children
in the community and public school warrants examination of p&anc
attitudes toward these children. Pactor analysis of questionnaire
responses of 430 adults revealed four factors underlying attitudes

~ /tan:d retarded children: Positive Stersotype, Segregation in the
| Community, Segregation in tho Classroom, and Perceived Physical and
Intellectual Handicap. Older respomdents, parents of school-

aged children, and people with no previous contact with a retarded

“ person tended to favor segregation of retarded children in the
cosmunity. Results of this study suggest that attitudes of these
- ! .
. groups must be addressed if the retarded are to be successfully

integrated into society.




PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD MENTALLY RETARDED CHILDREN*

‘ ‘The recent Mt toward gocietal integration of mentally
retarded persons offc:c a new source of hope for tlese pecpls.
The hope stems ;\a t‘he belief that the mentally retarded will be
freed from the dehumanizing conditions which often exist in ;.nntitu-
tions and instead will be afforded the normalizing ozpori'.nou of
community living. This hope, however, musc be tsmpered by the
threat inherent in the domutuuonn:luuoq movement_ that retarded
persons will not be accepted by the community into which they are —
placed, thae public and pc;uticll pressures will forcs their retreat
back to institutional living, and that the institutional conospt
will consequently bscome more firmly entrenched than it ever was
in the past. pifficulties .:counurod in the moviment to place
mentally ill people into community facilities in New York (Wew York
Times, April 28, 1974) suggest that a commmnity-based deinstitution-
alization program cannot succeed without public acceptance.

One aspect of the overal]l movement toward integration of the
mentally retarded into the mainstream of society is the recsnt
thrust toward :oinﬁqrat_ion of special class children into regular
grades: MNotivated by court suits, legislative ngdntn. the
failure of research to demonstrate the l\poriorit‘y of special classes,
and the purported negative effects of hbounq children as mentally

*This research was supported by Grant NE-G-00-3-0016 from the
‘National Institute of Education, Department of Health, Bducation,
_ and Welfare.
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retaxded, many school systems are abolishing their segregated,

special classes and reintegrat:l.ngl their mentally retarded students
into reqular classes. Attitudes of the community, especially J.ocal
parent groups, are likely to influence the extent to which the .
minptronlng movement in education is successful, particularly in
areas where there is community control of public schools. To the
extent that communities oppose th‘ integration of handicapped children
into regular classes, the mainstreaming cttort can be delayed or
even prevented. Despite the influence of the community in determining
the success of the integration movement, little information is
available rqgu:ling pubiic attitudes toward school integt.at:l.on.
Prev:l.o'u studies which have attal;;ted to asgess public attitudes
toward the retarded, as well -as d;lguphtc’chancteristiu related
to these attitudes, have produced iriconsistent results (Gottwald,
1970; Greenbaun & Wang, 1965; Hollinger & Jones, 1970). A methodo-
logical limitation of most studies stems from their use of scales
that elicit attitudes alona the single dimension of the favorability-
unfavorability continuum (e.gq.,' Grelcnbaum & ng, 1965). Scpu; on
this continuum can, at bast, pmv:l.de only a gross indication ot
atti.udes. It one is to understand the comp].exitiu of public
lttitudnt, especially as they relates. to cqmunity acceptance, a more
comprehensive analysis of attitudes is required. Onme such analysis
was undertaken by Efron and Efron (1967), who identified six factors
underlying attitudes of oduetton toward the mentally retarded. A
factor identified as Segregation via Institutionalization was found
to acocount for the greatest amount of common variance among the six

i

factors. This factor reflected the belief that mentally retarded
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people are dangerous to society, have a hopeless prognosis, and
‘ require segregated facilities for their care. *
Identification of fac:ors comprising public attitudes toward
mentally retarded children provides information on the nature of
attitudes which are likely to be exhibited toward these d:u&:en upon
their integration into the comﬁnity. Identification of characteriotiq ' .\-

[}

of people who posit these attitudes tells us which groups are lﬂtoly
té_d:l.ffer on certain views. 1In this study the investignéors explored
t‘umens:l.ons underlying attitudes expressed by adults toward mentally
retarded children and differences in attitudinai dimensions by sex,
aje, education, and contact with a retarded person. In aintiQn.
the investigators were part:l.cular'l.y interested in attitudes of parents
of school-aged children toward the mainstreaming mvmnt; In oolntrut
to the population of community rcsidents at large, parents of school
children are apt to be most concerned and affected by the presence of
retarded pupils in their children's classes. Another aim of this
study, therefor?, was to compare attitudes of parents and nc-mpaunts
toward retarded ch:l.lcixen.
Method

Subjects

Questionnaires were administered to 430 adults, most of whom
resided in the greater Boston area. Subjects were acquaintances and

relatives of 19 students in introductory courses in mental retardation,

48 well as the students themselves. Approximately half the sample

-

of 183 males and 247 females were 20 to 30, one third were between 30 ]
, and 50, and 18 percent were over 50 years of age. Respondents were

‘fairly evenly divided with respect to education; 37% had not completed
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high school, 31% were high school graduates, and 320 were cpllege
graduates. Fifty-eight percent were married and 53% had one or more
children in school.
Procedure
In addition to answering questions on demographic characteristics,
definition of mental retardation, and degx":o'e of contact with retarded
O'p;oph, each responde.nt rated 48 attitudinal statements pertaining
| to retarded children. This gection of the questionnaire mcm‘d’eq 16
' semantic differential items and 17 attitudinal ratings which were
Mapted from questions used by Gottwald (1970). The remaining 15 .
items pertained to attitudes toward mentally retarded children in .
- school (Joyce, 1973). , ] T S K "
The 16 semantic di!ferentiai paifs of positive and nc;glt:l.v_e
attributes were rated on a 7-point scale, w:l.th. the positive attribu‘tc )
scored hiéh. Twenty-five of the attitudinal st‘atmnts were presented
in a 5-point Likert format requiring ratings from strongly disagree ‘
(1) to strongly agree (5). The other seven attitudinal statements
asked the respondent what proportion of retarded children he belisved
were characterized by eacﬁ statement; for example, "What proportion
of retarded children look different from other children?" Options for . ‘ .
these items were "none," "few," "some," "most,” and "almost all" and
were scored on a 5-point scale with "almost all" scored high.
Statistical Analysis '
Frequency distributions in percentages were cbtained for every
questionnaire item. In reporting percentages for Likert items, the

authors have combined "agree" with "strongly agree" and "d:l.ngrdc" with

"strongly disagree" responses.




To uncover attitudinal dimensions, responses to the 48 quest:l.on;mirc
. iltems were factor analyzed. At a .7%0 cutoff, loadings of the varimax
rotation based on a principal components solution were found to satisfy
the criteria of sl:l.mple structure. A Scree test (Cattell, 1966) .
confirmed the presence of four factors. Factor scores, standardized
with a mean of ze-zo and standard deviation of one, were computed from.
this orthogonal rotatjon and were employed as dependent measu;.'es in
_ 4>-way analyses of variance, with Sex, Age, 'Educ;tion. and Contact
as indq;endent variables. In addition, t-tests were performed on
each of the four factor scores f:o determine differences betwecn

parents of school-aged children and respondents without school-aged

£l
-

children.” e
Results '
K"WT‘I- " Attitudes expressed by this sample toward rétarded children
" must be considered in light of the definitions which thess respondents
attach to mental retardation. The first question on the quqﬁt:l.m:l.re
E was opex_';-ended and asked each respondent to describe "what the
phrase 'mentaily retarded child' means to you." Percentages of
. categorized responses indicated that 86.3% of the 336 people who
answered this question described the mentally retarded child as a
slow learnsr. Of these, only 13.4% characterized the mentally
retarded child as one who exhibits some form of maladaptive behavior.

31.8% of respondents mentioned brain damage, with or withoit mer_nt:l.onin%

i
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slow learning rate. Agreement between two raters on these response .
L 4

categories exceeded 90N.

Eighty-eight percent of the s;mple reported that they had once

known a person whom they thought was mentally retarded. The majority

-




of those who reported contact with a retarded person stated that the
retarded person they had known was a neighbor or 'family friend
rather than a relative, and that tpey had not known the person

from school.

A large majority of respondents expressed accepting attitudes
toward retarded children; e.g., 88% agreed that "a parent should
allow his normal child to play with a mentally retarded child,” and
79% agreed that "labeling the 'mentally retarded' child encourages
isola?.ion f:omA his or her 'normal' peers." This apparent acceptance
of re;:arc%ed children, hm;ever, was not accompanied by an equally
st:ong_\’ ac;ceptance of inteérated educational placemem; for these
ch.t].dteh; e.g., only 33%s disagreed that the special class is the
best way of educating the mentally retarded child," 34s agreed, '
and 33% were undecided on thig item. Furthermore, only 37% agreed~
that "menthlly retarded children would J.ea\rn,fmou if they were
integrated into regular classes,” while 29\’,"diaagreed, and 34s

ware undecided. !

Table 1 presents the questionnaire if,éms with high loadings on
/ : .
the four factors obtained: I Positive Stereotype, 11 -Ségregation

. ! H
in the Community, III Segregation in the Classroom, and IV Perceived.

Physical and Intellectual Handicap. People with high sc;res ‘on

L]

Factor I (Positive Stereotype) tended to ascribe p_ositiv‘a' gttﬂbutu . .
to retarded children in the areas of appearance, hug.t.h.:'md;.n'o;mty’. -
Respondents scoring high on Factor II (Segregation in tho,‘(!v:u-\uml‘.i':y)t ,‘
tended to agree with the statements that a parent should nbt aii;i T
his normal child to play with a retarded child, that a retarded |

child !{n their neighborhood would lower the value of their property, .

Y
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and that a large proportion of uéar&ed children should be placed in {
institutions rather than educated in public schools. A high score

on Factor III (Segregation inthe Classroom) reflected the belief that

. the special class is the best way to educate retarded children and

that a retarded child in a regular \clau would impede the educational

progr@u of his noxmal peers. People with high scores on Factor v .
(Pexrceived Physical and Intellectual Handicap) tended to believe

that retarded children look different, are inferior, and will never

be able to function on the level of their normal peers.

Ingsert Table 1 abouy here ' s -

.
Analyses of variance on ths uncorrelated factor scores determined o

differences on each of the [four attitudinal dimensions due to Sex,
Age (3 J.e.vels: 20 to 30, 31 to 50, over 50), Education (3 levels:-
. less than 12th qr;dc. high' school graduate, college graduate), and
Contact (never knew a z;etarded parson versus had known a ret.arded
_personj. A s:l.énif:l.cant Sex X Education interaction on Pactor I
indicated that female high school and college graduates had a more
positive stere?type of mentally retart}ed children than males with
similar education .'(I" = 4.29, 2/392 df, p <.05). There was no difference
on this factor betwaen males and fenales who had not graduated from ¢
hi.qh school: on the whole, respondentc of both-sexes in this educational
category rejecth the stereotype, as indicated by negative mean -
factor scores.
Age was found to be a s:l.qn:l.t:l.c;nt effect on Pactors I, II, and
III and was the only significant effect on racto;:' III (Segregation in

the Classroom). Younger psople, regardless of sex or education, were




TABLE 1

Pactor Loadings above .30 on Varimax Rotat'd.on

from other children

; hctorlb
Item - Scale® I Ir I m
A mentally Tetarded child is safe ' sD 76
A mentally retarded child is moral sD 75
A.mentally retarded child is honest S so . 70
A mentally retarded child is kind ‘| ) 68 -
- . A mentally retarded child is clean sD 61
A mentally retarded child is happy SD 67
" A mentally retarded child is bedutiful : sD 6l
A“m,entally retarded child is useful - sD 53 .
A'mentally retarded child is san;\ . o SD - 51
A ;l\entali.y refi;ardgd child is neat\ $D 43 =43
A n‘lentallyw retarded child is healthy B | sD 43 .
"Af inontaihly'ntudeld child is strong ‘ sD 38 /_/
‘A.Pf—.f.a;:"‘lhoﬁ.ldoallmf‘his normal shnd to play with a L -78
‘ un!;.aliy'ﬂretaideci-echild ) | ;
u.nﬁlliy ;etara;d c:'hiildren have a right to pub}ic educati;n L -69
I would not want Ty child to attend a scho;al that also had L 68
a class for c\‘nentauy rfetarded children
A mentally rctai’:ded chil..:! should not exp;ct to participaté L 64
in teenage activities available in the community )
A mentally retarded child living in my neighborhood would L 63
tend to lower the value of my property \\(
Mentally retarded children never know thay'r;\ different L 59



ABLE 1 (continued)

. racte®
_ Scale® I II IIt Iv
Progtm for mentally retazded childrsn are too expensiv.e " L L 53 ‘ ’
. :ln rclation to what: the mentally. retarded citild gaj;u * '
. from them ‘ *a
i Most parents of a mentally retarded child can have other, L -7 =
- nom.‘l. du.ldzen - .
Mentally rc.;a::.dad children should be cared for at home R -41 -
,Selfécohtaihad spec;i'al‘ cldaes are’ ;iutigted forasau L -39 30
mentally gemded ch* ldren ' L ) k ' ]
Monmly rot&rded children should be placad in institutions R ¢ 8 . /,
Tha special clan is the best v'ay of éducating the nfntnl,y L ' ) :171
retarded child t Y o
Mentally remd,d children wbild* J.eu:nN more if ﬂ:ey were L '\\ r ) -17;
) mugratoq/ into regular c].aue.s ] L . \\ * : . v \
. Normal dt:li/dten also benefit when mentally, rotarded i L ‘ ‘. . «70
childron are integrated into ;eqular cJ,uus . .
_ The mn;tal.fy retarded- child will feel inadequate in the L 65 .
- normal classroom o
The presence of a u'm:auy ret-.p;ded child in a regula.r i x.\ 65 4
class :lmpcdu the educational progress of the chilg' ‘ \ , S
"normal" peers - x - | .
Integration of the mentally retarded child into regular L ) -4 " B
classes will improve the child's acceptance by his \\ { '\ !
or her "normal" peers - i 1, \:;\ ‘ | \
/ .
\
o
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' : ) TABLE 1 (continued) «
M
. , : b

- Factor
Item Scale® ‘I 1r IIr Iv
. !on&lly retarded chi]_.droh should not attend public schools L 43 60

with normal children but should go to special schools,

where normal children do not attend

C Integrating mentally ratarded children inte = .- classes L ‘ 51
‘ “ would probably contribute t: negative b. .z patterns

on the part of ‘the "normal" children . B

Mentally retarded children are more likely to be discipline L | 5

problems in regular clagses than in special classes

The transtpr of mtany retarded children to regular L ‘ -38
¢ classes creates no major problems other than th'e, need .
for resource teachers ‘ -
.Labeling the "mentally retarded” child encourages“’!isohtion L -35

from his or her "normal" peers

Mentally rotarcied children look different from other {!- 54
children e
A mentally retarded child is educated : . s 43 -47
A mentally retarded child is au;ieno: sp -40
You can mauy tell a mentally retarded child (by his - L 38 40
lppou'moo/by how he 1oqks) ‘ \/
Mentally retarded dxild"ron may reach their ;otontial but L M 3
will mv.r be able to funct.i.on on the level of their
"normal” ago or grade pecu - i
H.nully .rctardod children can J.earn to nYe noml J.ivu R ' -=36 =38
| f o
J e T
. 10 T
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TABLE 1 (continued)

) Factor’
Item . Scale® 1 11 n& v
It is more important for mentally retarded children to learn L | 37

th: social skillg then academic skills

5.2

U

, '
Percent total variance 110.6 l 9.9 ,/9.6
. | .

v

%D = semantic differential scale scored from 1 = negative attribute tolﬂ -
positive attribute; L = Likert scale scored from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = ‘
strongly a;ré;; R = rating scale gscored from 1 = none to 5 = almost all.

bx,/-/ Poaitiv;a Stei‘ec;ty;;e, Il = Segregation in the Community, III =
Segrogaﬁon in the Classroom, IV -l Perceived Physical and Intellectual andicap.

Dec:l.mi poir;ts have been omitted from factor loadings.




less likely than older respondents to accept the positive stereotype

(Factor I: F = 4,29, 2/392 4f, p <.05). Older respondents were

more l:l.kaly ‘to favor segregating the mentally retarded child in

both the cumunity (Factor II: F = 20.43, 2/392 4f, p <.001) and the

c].usroan (ractor, III: F = 6. 21, 2/392 df, p <.01). It is note-

mrthy that younger perople tended to reject the generdl:l.zed positive

stereotype, while at the game time th’e& opposed segregation of retarded

children in and outside of school. Mean factor scores of the three

age groups indicated'a linear trend on Pactors I, II, and III.

Negat;l.vu means of the 20 to 30 year old group on all three factors

suggetted that peo'ple in this age group, in particular, rejected

both the positive stereotype and segregation. p
Although only 50 respond'exit’a reported that they had never

m d mentally retarded person, the effect of Contact was found to

be significant on,lfactor II (Segregatiom.in the Community). ' People

who had had no contact with a retarded person were moxe likely to

favor acgrec;at:l.on (F = 9.63, 17392 df, 2_,<.01),‘especia11y if they

were high school graduates (¥ = 3.05, 2/392 df, p <.05). A significant

Sex X Contact X Bducat:l.on initeraction o6n Factor II revealed a

difference between male and female co].legt graduates: male college

graduates who had had no contact with a retarded person were more

likely to favor segregation of mentally retatded children in the

’comm:l.ty than were female college graduates with no previous contacl:

(r  4.92, 2/392 4f, p <.01)., Cell sizes in this 'thrce—vu_y :I.ntcnct:l.on,

' however, were small, since ; large majority of the nnigle repoxtid

having known a retardead person.

“The only s:l.qn:l.ﬁc'ant‘ effect on Factor IV (Pexceived ths:l.oal and

b X
Q.




Intellectual Handicap) was Education (F = 3.53, 2/392 df, p <.05), with

college graduates and people who had not completed high school

- scoring higher than high school graduates on this factor. Thus,

high school graduates were not as likely as people with either
great;er or less education to view retarded children as "different."
T-tests on f£actor scores compared attitudes of the 227 parents
of sdxoél—aqed children with those of 201 respondents who did not
have school~-aged children. Significant differences were cbtained on
Factors II and III; parents of school~aged children were more apt
to favor segregation cf retarded children in both the community (t=
4.95, df = 426, p <.001) and the classroom (t = 1.99, df = 426, p <

f
.05).

Discussion
Factor analysis of questionnaire responses of ;'{30 adults revealad

four factors underlying attitudes toward mentally retarded children
which were assessed in this study: I Positive Stereotype, II .
Ségregat:l.on in the Community, II1 Segregation in the CJ.us;:oou, and
IV Perceived Physical and Intellectual Handicap. The finding that
attitudes toward segregation of mentally retarded ch:l.ldre'n in the
community comprised a separate factor from attitudes towu'd segre-

gation in the cl.assroq'm indicates that respondents who #avorod or

. opposed community segr\egat:l.on did not necessarily hold a simijar

view toward school segregation. \\‘fl

Percentages of responses to every item which loaded highly on
PFactor II (Segregation in the Community) cona:l.stentl# indicated that
a majority of the sample favored community integnti&n. The pattern.

of responses to items with high loadings on Pactor III (Segregation

16
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in the Classroom) was noticeably less consistent. Specifically,

vhile most respondents believed that inclusion of retarded children in
regular classroon;:s ‘would not harm normal children, fewer believed

that school integration would benefit retarded children. For example,
the majority of réspondents felt that the presence of a mentally
¥etarded child in a regular class would not impede the educational
progress of normal children (55%) nor contribute to negative be!xavior
patterns of these children (65%); however, only 37% believed that
mentally retarded children would learn mdre inu; regular class. These
responses are consistent with the definitions this sample gave for
mental retardation; few respondents dxaract_:etized retaxded children
as maladaptive, while 86% described them as siow learners.

Factor IV (Pei:ceived Physical and Intellectual Handicap)
represents the limited prognosis that:-a lseqment- of the public holds
for mentally retarded children, based in part on the view that
retarded people are inferior and look diffexent.. Gottwald (1970)
reported that 38% of his sample of 1515 'adults_ thought that "mo_lt"
or “almost all" retarded people lock different. In this study, 21%
of respondents stated that most or almost all mentally retarded
children look different from other children. This difference in
findings may be partially attributed t¢'> the fact that the percentage
of the present srample who said they had actually known a retarded
person (88%) was somewhat higher than in Gottwald's (1970) sample (77%).

Factor I (Positive Stereotype), which includes items ducri.bi;\g ' R \
mentally retarded children as n\oral,.l’:opelt. and kind, may reflect a
"be lfg,nd tc the handicapped® orientatﬁzn; i.e., the balief that it is

inappropriate to express negative feelings toward mentally retarded

\‘l‘ . . . | I . , A -
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children. The composition of this factor might also be explained by
the fact that all items with high loadings eﬁloyed the gemantic
d:l.féerent:l.al format. In either case, expressed ratings of thege
children as "all things good" provide little information as to how
respondents with_ high scores on ’this factor actually feel about
retarded people. ‘ ‘ | ‘ '

Results of analyses of variance on factor scores r;vealed certain
characteristics of adults which are associated with attitudes toward
retarded dl:l.ldr‘en. Younger respondents, eepéciallh§ those between
20 and 30 were found to express more po-u/:iv.e attitudes than older
respondents toward integration of retarded children in school and
:l.n‘thé comaunity. Similar findings have been reported by Hollinger
and Jones (1970) » who used social distance scales to measure att\itudu.
and by Gottwald (1970), who employed a variety of assessment techniques.
In light of ‘t;hese findings, it would at first appear paradoxical
that y;:unger people in this sample tended to reject the general
positive stereotype of mentally retarded children (Faci:or I), as

indicated by their ratings on the semantic differential items which

comprised this factor. Greenbaum and Wang (1965), who used only

semantic differential items to measure attitudes, reported that

Lol

younger people expressed a generally less favorable attitude than older

.people toward the retarded. These results suggest that the semantic

differential technique may yield patterns of attitudes toward mentally
retarded people which differ from those obtained with other types of
instruments. Alternatively, young people may have a more realistic
porcoétion of the attributes of retarded children, while maintaining

the belief that these children should not be isolated from their peers

18




in the neighborhood or school.

Findings pertaining to the factor of Sex suggest that the

AY

conmonly held notion that women'hold more favorable attitudes than men
toward the ret"a.tded (Harasymiw, 1971) may be oversimplified. Men and
wonmen in f\l’xis sample did not differ in theiz: attitudes toward integra;:ion
of retardea children in the classroom, nor in their perception of the

retarded as\handicapped. Significant interactions involving Sex were

/

had a more positive stereotype (Factor I) than males with similar

found on ?aJtora I and II: female high school and cong?e graduates
education, bhut men and women with less education were equali:y likely
to reject this stereotype. Among respondents who had had. no cantact
with a retarded person, male college graduates ware m;re likely t'.h_an .
female co.ilege graduates to favor segregation of mentally retarded
children in the community (Factor II). These results sugyest that
differences in attitudes between males and females cannot be considered -
without regard to educational level, and that differences by sex, .
reported in previous attitudinal studies'which‘have not examined the
uxw.du'éatit‘:? :li.nteraction (e.g., Greenbaum & Wang, 1965), cannot be
ge?xer@ized to a population differing in educational background.’
“;‘imilarly, pre;rious contact with a retarded person vas found to
differentially affect attitudes toward community segregation among
people who differed in educational Hackground. The significant
Contact X Education interaction on r*ctor II suggested that contact
with a retarded person has the ms\t influence on attitudes toward
community aegrog‘lt:lon among better educated groups. High schrol and .
collsge graduates who had known a retarded peis'on opposed segreégation,

S
vhile respondents of similar educational background with no previous

19
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contact tended to favor segregation, particularly if they were high

school graduates. On the other hand,’ people who had not graduated

from high school favored segregation regardless of whether the§ had

known a retarded person, although those with no previous contact

did express stronger views.

The effect of Contact and interactions involving Contact were

not significantly relatgd to attitudes toward school integration or

to either of the two remaining attitudinal dimensions. That the

effect of Contact was significant on Factor II (Segregation in the

Community) but not on Factor III (Segregation in the Classroom)

may reflect the fact that the majority of respondents who had known

a retarded person stated that the pers;m had lived in their neighborhood

or was a family friend (54%). Relatively few (24%) indicated that

they had known a retarded person in school.

Other aspects of the contact variable which might influence
attitudes were not éirectly assessed in this study, namely the extent
_ &nd nature of the contact with a retarded person. Vurdelja-Maglajlic

and Jordan (1974) have recently indicated that enjoyment of“the

oqﬁtact, but not the extent o.f contact per se, is related to favorable \

attitt;des toward retarded persons. In an attempt to examine the .
-+ .relationship between extent of contact and attitudes, the presant ‘
investigators correlated scores on the four factors with a hierarchical ‘
\ . ordering of intimacy of contact (from member of iﬁediate family to
\ casual aogquaintance). No siqnit‘ica‘nt relationships were found,
\ confirming Vurdelja-Maglajliz and Jordan's (1974) Ainding Fegérding
' extent of contact. Two limitations of contact dnéa yielded by self-

report instruments used in this and other studies are that (a) it is

Q ) ' (I;O
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‘uncertain whether the person whom the respondent believed to be mentally
retasﬂoé was actually rekarded, and' {b) ’the nature and quality of
ft.ho /contact remain largely unknown K

» Analyses comparing a(ttitudes‘ 6f parents of school-aged choildten
vith those of respondents without school chﬂdré’n revealed that _
piu.'on-ts were more apt to f;vor segregation of mnt;uy retarded
children in the community and in school. These f:l.nd:l.ngé are of
special interest, since respon&ehts who h;ve children in school
tepfeunt a group that is likely to be most intimately affected by
the prdence of retarded children in .the neighborhood or in classes .
which their own children may attend. Atfitudes of Vp;rents of school
children d:_l.d not differ from those of mquareﬂts on Factors I or IV;
the differences obtained on ractor‘s IT and III reflect beliefs in
areas which are presumably of most immediadte concern to parents.
In view of the current thrust toward normalization of retarded
children in general and public school mainstreaming in particular,
people who are most immediately affectefl by this movement may be more

threatened and less tolerant than peopde for whom this trend is of

"less  consequence. Since parents are likely to influence mainstreaming

efforts in a community, the feelings of this group must be addressed
if the normalization movement is to succeed.

This study alerts us to the possibility that the recent thrust
toward decertifying mentally retarded persons and pl_.lc:l.ng them in the
midst of the community and/or school may face some opposition As the
laws become enforced and dominant groups become personally aftect"oi!..
During the last decade, many campaigns have attempted to render more

favorable public att:l.tudes” toward mentally retarded persons. To the

AR



investigators' kﬂawle&gé, ho study has evaluated the effectiveness
of these public relations e‘fforts. Without doubt, as the mentally
ret;rded bec::na a more visible segment of our society, emphasis on

. promoting positive attitudes, particularly acceptance in the community

and the school, will become critical. It is best to begin now while

integration is still in its infancy.
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